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PROFESSOR FREDERICK SCHUMAN: Good morning and welcome, ladies and gentlemen. You
have come here not to listen to me, but to listen to our distinguished guest. Therefore, it
behooves me to be brief. The briefest way to be brief, of course, is to say that the speaker
needs no introduction, and then stop. That, however, would be true to only of some of you and
not of most of you, and would be very unfair to our speaker. Another procedure in this matter
was the one adopted by the long-winded psychologist, who was once requested to deliver a
talk on sex before a convention of psychologists and cautioned by the president of the
association to be extremely brief in his remarks. And when the meeting assembled, the
chairman of the meeting also cautioned him to be extremely brief. So he got up and said,
“Ladies and gentlemen, I have been requested to be extremely brief. I have also been
requested to talk to you about sex. It gives me great pleasure.” And then he sat down.
[laughter]
I can’t be quite that brief, because I want to indicate to you some of the career of our
distinguished guest. He took his Master’s degree at the American University in Beirut and his
doctorate in philosophy at Georgetown University. In ‘45 and ‘46 he was attaché in the Syrian
embassy in London. Shortly thereafter he was Secretary and later Counselor of the Syrian
embassy in Washington D.C and served as a delegate to the Food and Agriculture Organization
and Governor of the International Monetary Fund. He was later in ‘54 and ‘56, ’53-’54 rather,

Director of the United Nations and Treaty Department of the Foreign Ministry in Damascus.
Subsequently he was Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Assistant to the Dean of Arts and
Sciences at the American University in Beirut. And in ’56-’57, he was Director of the Research
Department at the Foreign Ministry in Damascus. Following that he became Consular General
of Syria in New York and a delegate to the twelfth session of the United Nations General
Assembly. In the year ’58, he was again Consul General of the United Arab Republic in New
York, and was elected the following year as president of the Society of Foreign Consuls in New
York. In 1961 he became Minister plenipotentiary of the United Arab Republic, subsequently -a
professor of philosophy at the Syrian University, and since the fall of 1965 he has been the
permanent representative of the Syrian Arab Republic to the United Nations.
Our distinguished guest is a prolific author, and I’m not going to take time to enumerate all his
writings; he’s written several books and numerous articles in both Arabic and in English, and he
has been highly honored by the Syrian government, by the Orthodox church and by others; by
the United Nations as well. It is a very real privilege for me indeed to present to you his
excellency, Ambassador Jurj J. Tu’mah [George J. Tomeh], who will speak on the United Nations
and the Middle East. Thank you.
[applause]
JURJ TU’MAH: Professor Schuman, thank you very much for your very kind words of
introduction. I wouldn’t say it was a brief introduction; it was much more than I deserve.
However when you said that your guest needs no introduction, I felt I disagreed with you, for
one incident that happened with me once and happens more times when I need to introduce
myself. And the following story did actually happen with me. One day, at the opening of the
general assembly, which usually and normally begins in late September; so I was taking a cab
from my office which was then on Madison Avenue to the United Nations building, and it so
happened that period coincided with the climax of the baseball series. I must say, and confess,
that in spite of the fact that I spent in the United States thirteen years of my service in three
different terms, but still, the most I can do about the baseball series is really to quote the
headlines of the newspapers, as much as the people speaking about the Middle East crisis
quote the headlines of the newspapers and think they know all about it. So a conversation
started with the cab driver, and he asked me about the results of the game today, and
apparently my answer must have sounded very silly to him. Whereupon he turns to me and
says, “Well, where do you come from?” I said, “I come from the Middle East.” He paused for a
while, turned to me and said, “Gosh, I heard of the Middle West, but I’ve never heard of the
Middle East.”

[laughter]
Well, although it is an actual story and… but it has a great essence and a great substance in it.
It’s a sad realization that the Middle East is so very little known here in the United States. And I
say so for various reasons. Firstly, because people are likely to forget that our part of the world
has witnessed the birth of the earliest civilizations of mankind. That on the two bed rivers, of
the Nile and the Euphrates, human civilization was born. That behind us, there are at least 500
years of recorded history. To give you a more concrete instance, let us take my own country,
Syria. Out of, let us say, 2,000 established historical sites, only 30 have been excavated so far
and what has been found did make a contribution or prove to be a contribution to the
knowledge of the history of mankind. How much more would be known when all that is
beyond, below the earth, has been unearthed?
So, the first fact about the Near East is its historicity. That no one can afford to lose sight of this
fact, because he would be losing sight of that which is most fundamental in our history and in
our problems. The second fact that connected directly with this is that the Near East, being the
link between three continents, Asia, Africa, and Europe, has always been the crosscurrents of
conquerors from the dawn of history. Conquerors coming from the West to the East or vice
versa, have always tried to get a foothold in the Near East. That’s why for anybody who visits,
let us say, Syria, or Lebanon, or Jordan, he will find remains of the Babylonian, Assyrian periods,
archaic periods, even periods beyond that. As more recent, we speak of the Hellenistic period,
and of the Roman period, relatively speaking to us this is modern history. So, this fact does not
only connote the cultural aspect which I’m trying to emphasize but also the political aspect,
part of which is still what we are witnessing today. That the Near East, having this strategic
position that it has, has always been coveted by conquerors from immemorial times. But
conquerors have come and gone, and what was left there was the people of the area.
Now, a third fact about the association of the Middle East, is that recently, and as a result of the
past, it has been associated only with strategy and oil. That it has this strategic importance that
I mentioned, and that in the very modest estimate two-thirds of the reserves of the oil in our
part of the world. So, like the Kantian philosophy, who said that man can only see everything
only through time and space, people looking at the Middle East can only look at them through
oil and strategy, and now through what is referred to either as the Middle East crisis or the
Arab-Israeli conflict.
But beyond oil and strategy, beyond any conflict, the Middle East is made of people, people like
any other people in the world; who hope, and suffer, and live, and love, and get disappointed
and die. In a word, human beings like all other human beings. But with regard to oil, there is

one particular fact which I’d like to mention at the beginning. Just to give you an idea about the
dimensions of the Middle East and the importance of the Middle East. I’m sure all of you
listening to the last State of the Union address given by President Johnson, a few days ago, he
said almost the following: The Arab-Israeli conflict does not only threaten either Israel or the
Arabs, but it threatens us all. It threatens the whole world. Well, to give you a concrete idea
again, the net profits of Western and American companies working in the Near East are of the
order of $3 billion dollars a year. This is a very modest estimate. If it was an economic
discussion, I could prove that it is twice or three times as much. Furthermore, another
interesting comparison is that the total bilateral assistance given by the United States
government in 1968 to the whole African continent is less than one-quarter of what American
oil companies draw as pure profits from one Arab oil-producing country. I mention this just to
give you an idea about the dimensions of the importance of the Middle East.
However, my direct subject, as specified by Professor Schuman, is the United Nations and the
Middle East crisis. In doing so, I propose to do two things; since, as the professor, distinguished
professor mentioned, I have been in the United Nations as permanent representative from ‘65,
it actually means that I have lived the crisis which has been continuing up ‘til now, almost day
by day. So, the first part of my informal address to you will be to relate some of the personal
experience through which I went, and directly relate it to the problem that we are going to
discuss. And secondly, being in an academic world, and I assure you sir, it’s always a pleasure
for me to come to the University because my career has always alternated between
government service and teaching. And whenever I am in government service, it is, if I may say
so, and very humbly, when the government insists on me to leave academia and to be in the
government.
So, in order therefore to proceed with our problem, one qualification is necessary at the
beginning. Inadvertently the word “Arab” and “Jew” will be mentioned. But I want to make it
clear right from the beginning that when we speak, when the Arabs speak of the Jew, there are
the following characteristics: that we are speaking of a race which is the same race as ours is.
Namely, we are a Semitic people, and the Jews are a Semitic people. Secondly, that Jews and
Judaism mean to us a world universal religion as distinguished from political Zionism, which is a
pure political movement. Zionism, of course, tries to identify itself with Judaism. I wish that the
whole address could be only contained to the confines of this problem, whether Judaism is
equivalent to Zionism and vice versa, but unfortunately the most I can do is to identify the
fundamental problem. And for us, whereas we are definitely deterred, we are definitely against
Zionism as a political movement, and I shall shortly tell why, as far as Judaism is concerned, we
here Arabs are either Muslims as a majority or Christians in minority, of which I am a one.

I belong to the orthodox church, which is one of the oldest churches; we claim that it is the
oldest church that was founded in Syria by the Apostles when they left Palestine in order to
preach Christianity. So, to the Muslims, for anybody who reads the Qu’ran, there is no
prophet—and I say this without hesitation—that has given so much respect to Abraham, to the
patriarchs, to the prophets of Judaism as much as Islam did. To the Christians, looking towards
Jerusalem—and when anybody says next year in Jerusalem we also, either Christian or Muslims
say, because Jerusalem to us is a place of worship, is a city where the greatest visions of
mankind have been revealed to man. It’s a city of dreams, of looking far ahead into the future.
Of alternating between two civilizations, the civilization of the sea and of the desert. Hence, it’s
a greatness and it’s a tragedy at the same time, but it is a city of inspiration. To the Muslim, to
the Christian Arabs, Jerusalem is a holy city, and in this sense spiritual Zionism is not confined to
followers of the Jewish faith, but to all those who look to Jerusalem in the way in which I
mentioned.
As a Christian, certainly to me, Israel is the new Israel, namely that the church that was founded
by Christ, the best illustration of which could be found in the words of St. Paul wherein he says,
“For all ye are sons of God, through faith in Jesus Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, neither
slave nor freedmen, neither male nor female, for all ye are one in Christ. If ye are of Christ,
indeed ye are of Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise.” And then in Romans II
chapter 2 he says, “For I also am an Israelite of the seed of Abraham of the tribe of Benjamin.”
Therefore, our concept of Judaism, which is also the concept of Islam, is that Judaism as a
religion is a cherished part of our own tradition.
But there is more specific with regard to the relation, and here I beg you to keep in mind this
distinction between Zionism and Jews. There is a more specific remark that belongs to the
relationship that arose throughout history among the Arabs and the Jews, and that is one of the
greatest renaissance of Jewish culture was actually born and found a place among the Arabs.
That when the Christian West persecuted the Jews in Spain, in the Arab caliphates, in various
parts of the Arab world, they lived and prospered and not only so, but they gave some of their
greatest writers, philosophers, poets, and theologians. Suffice it to mention Maimonides, Musa
bin Maimon, whose masterpiece, The Guide for the Perplexed, was actually written in Arabic
although it is read in the Hebrew language. This is just to mention one instance. And certainly
looking far ahead into the future, if the Arabs and the Jews one day can recapture that spiritual
harmony, it will be an achievement by itself. But whether the troubles and the wars and the
vicissitudes of man will permit this achievement to take place, that is for history to decide, but
the rest that I said is actual, real history.

All this is in the way of an introduction, and I must say it’s rather a long introduction. So we
come to the crisis of the Middle East, which is now, besides the crisis of Vietnam, one of the
powder kegs of the world. Like every great problem in history, either ancient or modern, there
are two ways to proceed. One can go to the source of the river, to where the river flows, or vice
versa, or one can just plunge in the water and begin going up or down the current. So I will start
with my own personal experience as I went through this crisis. Not personal in the meaning of
being very personal or individual, no, but of telling the events through which I went.
The date, 6 October 1966, is a date to remember, for that day an international incident took
place which actually made headlines in the newspapers. A group of young Zionists in New York
occupied the offices of the Syrian mission, my mission, while the security council and the
general assembly were in session. And in diplomatic parlance and […], this is a very great
travesty, so the whole United Nations was upset by that fact. There were protests, actually the
United… the U.S government, through its ambassador then, apologized for what happened, and
it took about thirty able-bodied policeman from New York, you know those big Irish fellows, to
be able to take out the thirty young Zionists who occupied my own office. But they left on my
desk a paper stating the young Zionists of […] standing for Israel on both sides of the Jordan.
Less did we think then, that six or seven months after, the security council would be seized by
the occupation of the western bank of the Jordan and other territories of the Arab states, which
are three times the area of the state of Israel.
But as events developed afterwards, as there is between the United… between North Korea
and South Korea, between North Vietnam and South Vietnam, demilitarized zones, between
Syria and Israel there are demilitarized zones. And there are armistice agreements that were set
up in 1948 that established a mixed armistice commission in order to regulate the problems of
the borders and the D.Z. Now, during the months of October and November, both Israel and
Syria had complaints and counter-complaints about infiltration from Syria, and Syria
complaining about Israel occupying and fortifying the demilitarized zones. So, on 1 November
and 2 November, the Secretary General of the United Nations submitted to the security council
two brief reports dated 1 November ‘66 and 2 November ‘66, the first about the inability of
Israel-Syrian mixed armistice commission to function, and the attitudes of the parties there too.
Part of it reads as follows, paragraph three: “Since 1951, Israel has taken the position that the
mixed armistice commission is not competent to deal with the issues pertaining to the D.Z,
asserting that these issues should be dealt with by the chairman.” On the other hand, Syria’s
stand is described in this document, which I shall leave to the political science department with
pleasure, to read all of it, that it’s the contrary, that this armistice commission has the power to
deal with all the problems of the demilitarized zone. The second report was about the actual
situation of the demilitarized zone, and I shall not take your time to read all of it, because it

describes how the various chiefs of staffs of the United Nations have time and again in the
time… in the lapse of ten years, informed Israel that they should put down the fortifications
they have built and these are military fortifications against the armistice agreement, without
avail.
But the following paragraph is of significance when you hear, for instance, about Israel accusing
infiltration from Syria. The paragraph reads as follows: “The part of the central sector of the Dzone which is on the eastern bank of the Jordan river is a narrow strip of land generally
controlled by Syria, while the western bank generally controlled by Israel is a large one. On the
western bank, Arab villages have been demolished, their inhabitants evacuated. The
inhabitants of the villages of Bakhar and Ganaani returned following the security council
resolution of 18 May ‘51. They were later, on 30 October ‘56, forced to cross into Syria where
they are still living. Their lands on the western bank of the river, and […] farms on the same
area, are cultivated by Israel nationals.” I shall also leave this full report here, but this is, so to
speak, a microcosm of what has been taking place between 1947 and the present time.
Encroachments, gradual encroachments, occupation of Arab villages, eviction of Arab peasants,
and then the claim that the Arabs should be conciliatory and accept a fait accompli.
There is another date to remember as we go towards the crisis. On 9 April 1967, a very big
attack by the Israeli forces from the demilitarized zone, took place against Syria. During that
attack, the Israeli Air Force had made 70 sorties against Syria and there was an aerial battle
engagement over my own city, Damascus, which is, by the way, the oldest inhabited city in the
world and I hope I don’t look to you as an antique human being.
[laughter]
So, on that day there was an engagement over the city of Damascus, and three or four villagers
were hit by napalm bombs—used for the first time against civilians in the area—and the reports
of the mixed armistice commission, namely the staff of the U.N., have given great details which
were submitted to the security council when it looked into the matter. So as you see, the
situation was deteriorating more and more. We reach 13 May 1967, and on that day the
following article appeared in the New York Times: “Tel Aviv, May 12. Some Israeli leaders have
decided that the use of force may be the only way to curtail increasing infiltration. Any such
Israeli action to continued infiltration probably would be of considerable strength, but of short
duration and limited in area.” Actually, the article goes on to detail how the attack was to be
made, and the two who made that statement were Prime Minister Levi Eshkol and the Chief of
Staff Rabin. On that same day, I called myself on the Secretary General and showed this article
to him, and told him that this situation should not be tolerated because if it continued, it would

undoubtedly lead to a war, and who of us wants war. We we all want to avoid war. Whereupon,
therefore the Secretary General, on the same day, namely May 13, ‘67, at two p.m. in the
afternoon, issued the following statement in reply to questions regarding the reports
emanating from Israel on contemplated use of force against Syria. A U.N. spokesman said today
the Secretary General has expressed very serious concern over such reports. But the press
here… unfortunately I base this, I say this not with any sense of bias or frustration, of course we
are very much frustrated because our point of view is never revealed to the press, and if you
ask, I have read some of the statistics about the reflections of the American public opinion on
the Arab problem, and it reflects the reading of the headlines of the newspapers like the New
York Times, much as I said my knowledge of the baseball when I caught the headlines of the
papers. But what was the actual situation has never—even up to the present time—it is not
fully known, fully grasped by the American public. And I say this with regret, because we Arabs
believe that we have a great common cultural tradition with the United States. This—not to
speak of the economic interests which I mentioned, the oil interests and other things—but even
on the higher level there is a common heritage, a common legacy which we Arabs, followers of
Islam and Christianity, share together with any other people, because the roots of Western
civilization were struck in the lands in our… in the Near East, in our part of the world. So it’s a
matter of regret to us that our points of view should be so misrepresented, and not only so, but
the defamation, the hatred, the insults that are perpetrated against my nation and people.
In that time that I mentioned, namely May, as every day the situation was deteriorating, I’m
sure everybody among you or those who are following closely the events, were reading the
very coarse and belligerent statements of the Arab leaders against Israel. But what was said in
Israel against the Arabs and the threats of Israel against the neighboring Arab states were never
reported. Luckily the Secretary General, as we started our sessions in the security council of, as
of May 13, after that article and my presentation for the Secretary General, the security council
was almost in continuous session until the war broke on the fifth of June. Then the Secretary
General, on 19 May 1967, submitted the following report to the security council, paragraph
eight of which reads as follows: “Intemperate and bellicose utterances by other officials and
nonofficials, eagerly reported by press and radio, are unfortunately more or less routine on
both sides of the lines on the Near East. In recent weeks, however, reports emanating from
Israel have attributed to some high officials in that state a statement so threatening as to be
particularly inflammatory, in the sense that they could only heighten emotions and thereby
increase tensions on the other side of the lines.” That, my friends, are not my views, are not my
words. These are the words of the highest authority in the United Nations, the Secretary
General.

But even then, the conciliatory appeals that were made by Arab leaders did not find their way
to the press, and on May 25, the climax was already at its height and war was threatening, and
President Nasser gave a speech in Cairo in which he said the following: “There is talk about
peace now. What is peace? If there is a true desire for peace, we say that we also work for
peace. But does peace mean that we should ignore the rights of the Palestinian people,
because of the lapse of time? Does peace mean that we should concede our rights because of
the lapse of time? Nowadays they speak of a U.N. presence in the region for the sake of peace.
Does U.N. presence in the region for peace mean that we should close our eyes to everything?
The United Nations adopted a number of resolutions in favor of the Palestinian-Arab refugees.
Israel implemented none of these resolutions; this brought no reaction from the United States.”
And it goes on, but this statement, actually, if you go to the New York Times, you will find it on
page 26, which nobody in the very hurried life of New York can reach unless he is looking with it
sometime with a microscope.
But that was actually the situation, and the security council from that day on, up ‘til when the
war broke on June fifth, we were discussing the most serious problems, but we were discussing
in a matter of dialogue like any discussion takes place, problems like the right of free
navigation, waterways, free passage, international waterways, the rights of the refugees, the
rights of the Arab people of Palestine. And we were discussing these problems in the civilized
manner of all people. In fact, it is a well-known thing now that Vice-President Mohieddin of the
United Arab Republic was scheduled to come to meet President Johnson on January, on
Wednesday January 7, 1967. And Vice-President Humphrey was supposed to return the visit
next… the other… the next week, to Cairo. But as we were sitting in the security council, the
news flashed that Israel has made its blitzkrieg against the Arabs. That while we were
discussing, the Israeli Air Force has struck deep into Arab lands and destroyed the Arab forces,
the Arab Air Force. If you know the area and the situation of the area, what took place
afterwards could not be a war because this is a flat desert, it was only a butchery, because the
Arab Air Forces could not take action anymore and the numbers of Arab soldiers killed was
about 20,000 in the most moderate estimate. The civilian population that left the occupied
areas are now on the order of 555,000, and the areas occupied by Israel was three times the
area of Israel before June 5, 1967.
Now, of course, there are many questions that are connected with this, and I hope that in
question and answer period you may come to them. But then I come to the second part of my
address, which I said should deal with the fundamentals of the Middle East crisis, and there is
one single irreducible fact of whenever the Middle East crisis is described, it is referred to as the
“Arab-Israeli conflict.” But putting the question in this context actually confuses the issue, and
does away with that which is most basic with the issue: that the question is not a conflict

between member states of the United Nations, but that the basic fundamental issue is the
question of the right of the Arab people of Palestine to self-determination, like any other
people in the world.
Now, on the whole I would say that the Middle East crisis as it exists today, wherein the
question is not only left to the peoples themselves, but where the great powers are still playing
their roles for oil and strategy and other things, is a continuation of what is known in history, in
recent history or modern history, or in political relations as the Eastern question. The Eastern
question was the dispute between the great powers of Europe in the nineteenth century when
they tried to divide among themselves the legacy of the Ottoman Empire once the Ottoman
Empire died, and that most cherished part of the Ottoman Empire was the Near East.
Actually, the idea of a Jewish state was born in 1840 when Lord Shaftesbury, after the conquest
of Ibrahim Ali, the son of Mohammed the Great, arrived to the doors of Constantinople, advised
his ambassador in Constantinople to advise the high post, namely the Prime Minister of the
Ottoman Empire, to encourage the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine in order to
divide the Arabs of Asia from the Arabs of Africa, and, so to speak, to draw a wedge in the unity
of the Arabs. Certainly, Zionism as a political movement started in 1892 after Herzl wrote his
book, The Jewish State: A New Start. But the idea of Herzl coincided with the desires of the
great powers to have a foothold in the Near East. Now, Herzl, at the beginning, did not think of
Palestine; he thought of Uganda, of Argentina, of Cyprus, and then finally the second or third
Zionist congress settled on Palestine, and found a justification in the historical association of
the Jewish people with Palestine. But what happened, or is happening in the Arab world now,
could have happened in Uganda or Argentina or Cyprus, but we were the victims.
We come to 1917, to the famous Balfour declaration. And it is, I’m sure, very well-known to you
that it promises the Jews to establish a Jewish national home in Palestine while at the same
time affirming that the civil and religious and all other rights of the Arabs would be preserved,
saved and maintained. Now, a great controversy arose whether the Jewish national home was
equivalent to the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, and that was the issue in the
Middle East, in the Near East, between 1918 after the war, in which the Arabs participated and
were with the allies but were betrayed, up ‘til the present time. But to throw light on what
were the intentions of the allies, to show you how the Arab rights, the rights of the Arab
peoples of Palestine were purposefully suppressed, I will quote the author, Lord Balfour
himself, when he said to his cabinet of August 11 1919 the following: “For in Palestine we do
not propose even to go through the form of consulting the wishes of the present inhabitants of
the country, though the American commission has been going through the form of asking what
they are. The four great powers are committed to Zionism. Whatever be the future of Palestine,

it is not now an independent nation nor is it yet on the way to become one. Whatever
deference should be paid to the views of those who live there, the powers in their selection of a
[…], do not propose as I understand the matter to consult them. In short, as far as Palestine is
concerned, the powers have made no statement of fact which is not admittedly wrong and no
declaration of policy, which at least in the letter, they have not always intended to violate.” This
is to be found in documents on British foreign policy, 1919-1939, which were published in 1952,
nearly 30 years after that statement was made. Thus, you see that what goes behind the scenes
does not become known except after the lapse of some 20 or 30 years, when the peoples have
already been victimized. But what was the situation when Balfour gave that statement? There
were, in Palestine, 70,000 Jews only, and there were 600,000 Arabs.
In 1947, when the United Nations decided to partition Palestine, there were 600 Jews and
1,300,000 Arabs. It’s often said that the Arabs have revolted against the partition resolution
and so they should bear the consequences of their actions. There is history, there is a
propagandized form of history, and there is a rewriting of history, but after all there is scientific
history. And what happened is that the Zionist underground establishment in Palestine was the
first to unleash the war and to prevent the implementation of the United Nations partition
resolution. One brief statement is to be found in the foreign relations of the United States,
volume 4. A representative of President Roosevelt was writing to President Roosevelt on
January 23, 1943, and he wrote the following: “On the Jewish side I have found Zionist officials
of the Jewish agency uncompromisingly outspoken in their determination that Palestine, at the
end of this war, shall become not merely a national home for the Jews, but a Jewish state
despite any opposition from the 1 million Arabs living there.” Now, it’s impossible to invoke all
the conditions and factors that surrounded the passing of the partition. But certainly not least
among which was the influence then of the Zionist organizations in the United States, and the
pressure put on the American government, because, once more, in 1947, the Arabs of Palestine
were denied the right of self-determination. And when the Arabs were arguing that the
mandate, the terms of the mandate, which declares the Arab people of Palestine to be a sacred
trust should apply literally or should be resorted to the International Court of Justice for
adjudication, the vote was 20 to 21. One vote decided the fate of Palestine.
But it is often said that the Arabs started the war in 1947. If we keep in mind that the partition
resolution was passed on 29 November 1947, and that Israel was declared as a state on the
fourteenth of May 1948, these two dates and what happened between them is very important
because the United General Assembly entrusted the security council with the establishment of
a commission in order to supplement… to supervise the peaceful implementation of the
partition resolution. But from what I have read and from many other documents, it is clear that
the Zionists were not at all satisfied with what was given to them by the partition, and they

wanted more. To mention one instance only, Yigal Allon is now Deputy Prime Minister in Israel.
At that time he was head of the Palmach, which was the striking force of the underground of
the Haganah. In his book, […] Haganah, volume 2, he states about a plan B, which he describes
as follows: “There were left before us only five days before the threatening date May 15. We
saw a need to clear the inner Galilee and to create a Jewish territorial succession in the entire
area of Upper Galilee. We therefore looked for means which did not force us into employing
force in order to cause the tens of thousands of […] Arabs who remained in Galilee to flee. I
gathered all of the Jewish mukhtars,”—a mukhtar is a head of a community—“who have
contact with Arabs in different villages and asked them to whisper in the area ears of some
Arabs that a great Jewish enforcement had arrived in Galilee and that it was going to burn all of
the villages of the holy. They should suggest to those Arabs, as their friends, that they escape
while there was still time. The tactic achieved this purpose completely. The building of the
police station, […], fell into our hands without a shot; wide areas were cleared of the Arab
inhabitants.” In […] book that evolved, he described how, together with the Haganah, his
underground buddy, which is the Irgun Tsvai Leumi, cooperated together in order to occupy
four areas: Jaffa, Jerusalem, […], and another area. But Jaffa was an all-Arab city, and he
mentions… and I have here his own description of how they attacked Jaffa, and the all-Arab
population of Jaffa was thrown out in exactly the same manner as they were thrown out after
June 5, 1967.
So, actually, it can be established beyond any doubt that Israel and its forces had prevented
purposely the implementation of the partition resolution of the United Nations. Suffice it to
mention that the Deir Yassin massacre, which was perpetrated by Menachem Begin, now a
member of the cabinet, in which 240 Arabs were massacred in cold blood and which caused the
flight of the Arabs, took place on the tenth of April, namely before any so-called Arab army set
their feet in Palestine. And after the Deir Yassin massacre, the total Arabs who fled Palestine
was 500,000. There were, after the establishment of Israel on the fourteenth of April, two
truces which were broken by Israel, as a result of which Israel occupied 22% more of Palestine
than it was given by the United Nations. And the American press kept speaking and keeps
speaking about the second and the third and the fourth round of the Arabs.
But if you take that period that I mentioned, namely 29 November 1947, to ‘48, Israel already
had three rounds against the Arabs, occupying 88% of the area of Palestine and this, to glide
over the 1956 war, which is well-known to all of you, and then we come to the 1967 war, the
point where I left at the beginning of, or in the midst of my address. Now, what is the future?
How are we going to deal with this question? The Arabs are often asked to accept defeat and
comply and to compromise, but certainly we have to take in consideration what the Israeli
leaders speak and how they confess their projections into the future. Mr. Eben, the Foreign

Minister of Israel, declared on June 17, 1967, before coming to the general assembly, the
following: “If the general assembly were to vote 121 to 1 in favor of Israel returning to the
armistice lines tomorrow, Israel would refuse to comply.” It might be said this is all, but this is a
very recent statement by Mr. Dayan in the Jerusalem Post, dated 16 October 1968: “We must
create conditions in the occupied territories even without Arab consent. We must settle the
Golan Heights, fortify the Sinai peninsula, and integrate the western bank into Gaza
economically and organizationally in Israel. We must actually prepare for a new war, and while
waiting for it, we must without formally proclaiming the annexation of the occupied territories,
create fait accomplis in these liberated regions.” Now, liberated is one word. First, the occupied
territories were referred to as occupied, then annexed, then liberated, in exactly the same
manner as Hitler liberated the Czechoslovakia from the Czechs, and the Russia from the
Russians, and in the same manner as Mussolini liberated Italy, Abyssinia from the Abyssinians.
But ask the Arabs to accept as fait accompli Israeli indulging primarily and basically is a very
great sin of principle, because once we accept the fait accompli, whether it is for the Arabs or
non-Arabs, because what happened to the Arabs might happen anywhere else in the world,
then we would be indulging into making of the law of the jungle a law of nations, whereas as
civilized people, and as culture and civilization progresses, it is the rule of law that we should
maintain, and not the rule of force, I think.
[applause]
SCHUMAN: I perhaps should explain to our distinguished guest that the people who departed
some moments ago did so not because they wished to, but because they had classes at twelve
o’ clock. We are all indebted for this opportunity, not only to our distinguished guest, but to the
Organization of Arab Students at Portland State College, and particularly to Mr. Hamad Habbad,
the President of the Organization of Arab Students. I was originally contemplated that we might
have a question and discussion period extending to about one o’ clock, but it has meanwhile
been ascertained that the ambassador has two additional speaking engagements later today,
and it would obviously be a cruel and unusual punishment on our part to keep him here until
one o’ clock. So it is contemplated by the chair, with your gracious indulgence, it is hoped, that
we will go on for perhaps thirty or forty minutes with questions and brief comments. So, the
floor is open. Yes?
[audience member asks question off-microphone]
[program ends]

